One of the dynamics of transformational change which the study sought to establish within the offender correctional environment was the notion of resistance to change, which forms part of the human dimension of transformational change. 
Introduction and Background
People's response to change is one of the elements and dynamics of transformational change which managers must address if success in change implementation is to be achieved. According to Ursiny & Kay (2007) , people respond differently to change. As Sloyan (2009) puts it that understanding employees' responses to transformational change initiatives becomes necessary for purposes of ensuring success in the implementation of transformational change efforts. Organisations currently face changes of unprecedented magnitudes and yet, very little is known about people's' different responses to organisational change as a result of the different effects that organisational change efforts have on people (Briner & Kiefer, 2005) . The response to change is influenced by how the change effort being implemented is perceived and experienced by people individually and collectively. People's different perceptions and experiences of change lead to different responses to change. It is for this reason that Van Tonder (2004a) points out that it is at the level of the individual employee that individual responses to organisational change are formed, based on individual employee's perception of change, as well as experience of change (past experiences of change as well). The individual responses (individual support for, or resistance to, change) to organisational change translate into group responses (group support for, or resistance to, change) because of group dynamics and eventually into collective action (i.e. group support for or group resistance to change. People's response to change is viewed from two perspectives, namely people's reaction to change and people's resistance to change.
Reaction to change
Some studies on organisational change suggest that employees' reactions to organisational change are influenced by employees' individual dispositions (Oreg, 2003) . People react differently to change due to differences in their perception and experience of change which are attributed to the influence of various personal, demographic, and organisational or contextual factors (Martin, Jones & Callan, 2006) , which signify the diversity of employees. The foregoing points to personal and organisational dynamics that underlie people's different perceptions and experiences of the same change effort and ultimately people's different responses to the change effort (Chreim, 2006) . This further implies that because people perceive change efforts differently as a result of the influence of the different factors, their different perceptions lead them to reacting differently to change events, and subsequently experience change initiatives differently (Blanchard, 2005) . Organisational change is reacted to and experienced emotionally by employees; hence it evokes strong emotions which represent positive and negative affect. If the experiences are positive, employees will react positively to organisational change efforts. Consequently, they will support the change. But if people's experiences are negative, they will react negatively towards organisational change interventions (Vakola & Nikola, 2005; Chreim, 2006) . Hence they will put up a strong resistance to the change. Therefore, people's reactions to an organisational change effort are shaped by their perceptions and experiences of such an organisational change effort (Chreim, 2006) .
Resistance to change
Organisational change efforts fail because of strong resistance to change brought about by employees' negative perceptions of change. Perceptions have a significant and profound role and influence in any change process, particularly when it comes to creating resistance to change. It is for this reason that resistance to change is highlighted as a barrier to the effective and successful implementation of organisational change interventions (Prosci, 2003; Van Tonder, 2004b; Kreitner & Kinicke, 2004; Coetzee & Stanz, 2007) . It is for the same reason that there are still calls for the expansion of the knowledge base on change and organisational change phenomena so as to include knowledge on the role that human resistance to change plays in the failure of organisational change interventions (Longenecker & Fink, 2001; Plowman, Beck, Kulkarni, Solansky & Travis, 2007; Van Tonder, 2004b . Furthermore, people's reactions to organisational change are also influenced, in addition to perceptions and experiences (current and past change experiences) by the way in which organisational change efforts are implemented. And this leads to variance in people's reactions to organisational change (Bareil, Savoie & Meunier, 2007) . When employees perceive the implementation of organisational change as being handled fairly, their reactions to organisational change become more positive. Similarly, when organisational change is perceived to be unfairly initiated and implemented, employees' reactions become more negative (Caldwell, Herold & Fedor, 2004) . Employees' reactions to organisational change are shaped by employees' perceptions of change. These perceptions are influenced by the availability or non-availability of information about the change effort to the employees, as well as being comfortable with or fearful of change (moving from the known to the unknown) (Vithessonthi, 2007) . Based on the foregoing, Carr, Hand and Trahant (2006) and Agboola and Salawu (2011) emphasise that resistance to change can be construed as an effort to maintain the status quo.
Tanner (2011) regards resistance to change as an organisational change reality that change implementers must deal with if organisational change efforts are to bear the desired results in line with the change objectives. If resistanceto-change behaviour is not dealt with empathetically and decisively, it can bring a transformational change initiative with good intentions to its knees. Bregman (2009 ), Haberman (2010 , Ford (2010), and Phoenix (2011) confirm that resistance to change can lead to the downfall of organisational change initiatives. Rodda (2007) , conducting an empirical study on the examination of employee reactions to organisational change, concluded that the understanding of the psychological and behavioural foundations of employees' reactions to organisational change is critical for managers who want to manage and support employees who are affected by the change.
Problem statement
Despite the fact that there is an acknowledgement that resistance to change contributes to the failure of organisational change initiatives (Johnston, 2008; Bregman, 2009; Ford & Ford, 2010; Haberman, 2010; Harvey, 2011) , the current literature on organisational change is not sufficient in this area. It is an established empirical fact that people's negative perceptions and experiences of change bring about negative reactions, which in turn lead to resistance to change (Macri, Tagliaventi & Bertolotti, 2002; Van Tonder, 2004a) . Given this, it is therefore significant to note that resistance to change impacts negatively on change implementation processes, thereby leading to the collapse and failure of many organisational change initiatives (Waddell & Sohal, 1998; Coetzee & Stanz, 2007) . According to Thomas and Hardy (2011 ), Smollan (2011 , and Hendrickson and Gray (2012) , resistance to change is regarded as one of the biggest barriers to the successful implementation of organisational change initiatives.
Objectives
The objectives of this paper are the following:
• To highlight that resistance to change is an organisational change risk which serves as a major obstacle to the effective and efficient implementation of transformational change initiatives and that if not dealt with empathetically and decisively, resistance to change can lead to the collapse of transformational change efforts and as such, it is behind the high failure rate in change implementation; • To underline the relationship between people's negative perceptions and experiences of change, their negative emotional reactions to change, and their resistance to change as part of accentuating the significant role that the human element plays in determining the success or failure of organisational change initiatives; • To establish and highlight the negative impact that the resistance-to-change behaviour has on the status of (that is, progress with) transformational change in general across organisations and within the Department of Correctional Services of South Africa in particular; • To emphasise the importance of managers in establishing, understanding and addressing people's negative perceptions and experiences during the transformational change implementation process as these easily lead to resistance to change if and when not addressed. This requires decisive managerial intervention and action in order to ensure that people as individuals are engaged in a process of personal transformation with a view to wiping off their negative perceptions and experiences which negatively influence progress with change implementation through negative emotional reactions that intensify resistance to change. This will assist in terms of ensuring that the resistance-to-change behaviour is addressed such that its impact on the change implementation process is minimised and contained.
Significance and contributions of the study
The findings of the study will be of great benefit to managers in both public and private sector organisations in South Africa and globally, as the findings will expand the existing knowledge base on resistance to change through adding more empirical evidence. The treatise will certainly benefit change implementers, change recipients, change agents, and organisation development practitioners by enhancing their knowledge and skills on transformational change management, particularly when it comes to the notion of resistance to change and how to deal with it. The paper will be of great interest and value to managers within the Department of Correctional Services of South Africa who are charged with the responsibility of implementing, institutionalising, and sustaining the fundamental culture change from the punishment-oriented philosophy to the rehabilitation-focused philosophy in terms of the treatment of offenders. The value that this article would add to organisational change literature would be its emphasis on the significance of the human dimension of transformational change, particularly the notion of resistance to change which is regarded as a barrier to the effective and efficient implementation of transformational change efforts. The paper has also highlighted the importance of managerial intervention in mitigating the impact of resistance to change on the transformational change process.
Literature Study on Resistance to Change
Van Tonder (2004b) and Eriksson (2004) explain that all change, of whatever nature, evokes strong, varying emotional responses from most people, which are informed by people's different perceptions and experiences of change. People's response to change is underpinned by the reaction to change (positive or negative reaction) and the resistance to change. It is the negative reaction that builds up to opposition to change and ultimately to resistance to change. Organisations, the world over, undergo transformational changes of unprecedented magnitudes as a result of the desire to remain competitive in the intensely competitive and globalised operational environment. And yet, very little is done by managers to understand and address the dynamics of people's reactions to change and the consequence of these reactions, which is the support for or opposition to change and the effect of these on the change implementation process in terms of serving as a facilitator or barrier to the effective and efficient implementation of transformational change efforts.
Reaction to change
According to Van Tonder (2004c) , the reaction to change is generally defined as a response to a stimulus and within the context of organisational change, the reaction to change denotes a response to a change initiative, which may be followed by resistance. Organisational change is experienced emotionally by employees and as such, it evokes varying reactions that are underpinned by emotions. Reactions are sparked off by the perception of an insecure future, the perception of inadequate working conditions, and the perception of inadequate treatment by the organisation (Kiefer, 2005) . Jick (1993) provides a useful framework for explaining people's reactions to change, which stipulates that the individual's reaction to change is shaped by the individual's perception of the change initiative and how it is being implemented. If the individual perceives the change as a risk, the reaction to change will be characterised by reactions such as shock (as a result of perceived threat or denial) or defensive retreat (due to anger).
Perceptions are influenced by the availability or non-availability of information about the change effort, as well as being comfortable with or fearful of the change (moving from the known to the unknown) (Vithessonthi, 2007) . Given the above, one may argue that negative perceptions of change may be aggravated by the lack of information about the change and the fear to move from the known to the unknown. These contribute to the development of negative emotional reactions to the change, which ultimately translate into resistance to change. The reaction to organisational change efforts is influenced by how a particular organisational change intervention has touched people's work and personal lives. It is this effect on personal and work lives that determines whether an organisational change initiative will be perceived as justified or not. If it is perceived as justified, acceptance is more likely. And this is influenced by people's positive perception of organisational support (Self, Armenakis & Schraeder, 2007) . This implies that the higher organisational support is perceived by people, the more likely that they will perceive the organisational change effort as more justified. But if the change is perceived as unjustified, people will react negatively towards it.
The above argument points to a strong link between people's perception of organisational support and people's reaction to organisational change. High perception of organisational support leads to positive perceptions of organisational change which, in turn, lead to positive reactions to change. Low perception of organisational support leads to negative perceptions of organisational change which, in turn, lead to negative reactions towards organisational change. Hence the resistance to change. What this suggests is that implementers of change initiatives must continuously and systematically monitor people's perceptions, experiences and reactions during the implementation of any change initiative.
Resistance to change
Resistance to organisational change coupled with people's perceptions and experiences of change as influencers of their emotional reactions to change and ultimately resistance to change is fast becoming a matter of interest to organisational change scholars, change agents, and organisation development practitioners (Van Tonder, 2006) . This is based on the fact that resistance to organisational change has long been recognised as a critical factor that influences organisational change efforts in a negative sense (Waddell & Sohal, 1998; ProSci, 1998) . Research indicates that 50% to 75% of all major organisational change initiatives fail and that resistance is the least recognised but significsnt contributor to the failure of such change efforts (Waddell & Sohal, 1998; Coetzee & Stanz, 2007) . Many studies on organisational change have posited that resistance to change is a critical construct that needs to be seriously avoided or addressed whenever change implementation takes place (Van Tonder, 2004b; Kreitner & Kinicke, 2004) due to the fact that resistance to change impacts negatively on change implementation processes, thereby leading to the collapse and failure of many organisational change initiatives.
What is resistance to change? According to Coch and French (1948: 521) , resistance to change is "a combination of an individual reaction to frustration with strong group-induced forces". Lewin (1951) saw resistance to change as the equilibrium between the forces that support change and those that oppose change. Agocs (1997: 918 ) defines resistance to change as "the pattern of organisational behaviour that decision makers in organisation employ to actively deny, reject, refuse to implement, repress or even dismantle change proposals and initiative". The foregoing three definitions suggest that resistance to change is negative and as such, it should be avoided, minimised or eliminated. According to Maurer (1997) , resistance is the primary reason why changes in organisations fail. The key question, therefore, is: Why do people resist organisational change? Resistance to organisational change comes in two forms, namely systemic and behavioural resistance. Systemic resistance emanates from the lack of relevant knowledge, information, skills, competencies and managerial capacity, while behavioural resistance denotes resistance that originates from perceptions, reactions and assumptions of individual people or groups of people within the organisation (Plant, 1987) . It is in recognition of the second form of resistance that Eby, Adam, Russell and Gaby (2000) as well as Vas and Lejeune (2004) consider people's perceptions of change as playing a critical role in the process of organisational change and accordingly, in the creation of resistance to change. According to Coetsee (1999 Coetsee ( , 2003 , resistance to change involves a continuum of behaviour which ranges from passive resistance to active resistance through to aggressive resistance.
According to Strebel (1996) , managers and employees view organisational change differently. For managers, organisational change points to an opportunity; while for employees, organisational change is viewed as being intrusive and disruptive. When managers implement change initiatives through unilateral decisions, organisational change becomes perceived as being intrusive. It is intrusive because it is implemented without the consent of, or consultation with, employees. For this reason, organisational change becomes perceived as invading employees' personal and organisational space. Faced with this situation, employees, as individuals or groups, engage in resistance to change as a way of protecting their personal and organisational space. Dent and Goldberg (1999) have challenged the notion that employees resist change by contending that employees do not resist change as such, but what employees resist is loss of pay, loss of status, or loss of comfort. The two authors argue that resisting the loss of pay, status or comfort is not the same thing as resisting change. Dent and Goldberg are wrong to suggest that employees do not resist change. Employees resist change because change leads to employees losing their pay, their status or their comfort. This suggests that change impacts negatively on employees such that it affects for the worse their pay, their status or their comfort. It is on the basis of the foregoing that employees resist change, as a way of ensuring that their pay, status or comfort zones are protected. Employees resist change and the loss of pay, the loss of status, and the loss of comfort become factors that influence employees' resistance to change. And as such, employees do not resist these factors per se, but rather resist change that impacts negatively on these factors. Antonacopoulou and Gabriel (2001) emphasise that resistance to change is an essential part of the change process that involves a process of sense-making with a view to re-establishing and reaffirming valued beliefs, habits and ideas, rather than immediately sacrificing or abandoning them for the unknown ones that were never experienced. For this reason, there is a significant relationship between people's perceptions and their resistance to change.
Several reasons can be advanced for resistance to change. Loss of control, status, routines, traditions, relationships, security, competence, as well as fear of the unknown, failure, lack of support, confidence and trust, inappropriate or poor management styles, low tolerance for change, distorted perceptions of change are cited by Isabella (1990) and Mabin, Forgeson and Green (2001) as some of the reasons behind resistance to change. Mabin et al. (2001) highlight that the threat to people's security, self-interest, established habits and freedom to engage in preferred behaviours are other reasons behind resistance to change. The argument that certain factors influence employees' resistance to change is supported by empirical studies conducted by organizational change scholars such as Hannan and Freeman (1988) ; Spector (1989) (threat to the employee's status); Morris and Raben (1995) (fear of real or imagined effects and different comprehension or evaluation or judgement of the organisational change situation); and Mabin, Forgeson and Green, 2001 (fear of unknown effects). For this reason, one may emphasise that employees resist change as a reaction to the real or imagined consequences of organisational change. Given the foregoing, one may conclude that people's attitudinal reactions to organisational change are fuelled by feelings of uncertainty, hopelessness, loss of control, fear of losing what one has, and fear of failure (Oreg, 2003; Blanchard, 2005; Oreg, 2006; Fedor, Caldwell & Herold, 2006) . Bourne and Bourne (2000) highlight other factors that underlie employees' resistance to change, namely lack of communication, lack of will to change, lack of acceptance of change, as well as lack of incentive. An empirical study conducted by Bovey and Hede (2001) points to the fact that irrational ideas (cognitions) and emotion are largely associated with resistance to change. Eriksson (2004) cites four major reasons for people to resist change, namely: people are afraid of losing something of value; people often misunderstand the change and its implications; people often tell themselves that the change does not make any sense and as such, it will not work; and people often display a low tolerance for change. According to Van Tonder (2004a) , causes of resistance to change are unavoidably mediated by perceptions. Employees create their own understandings, perspectives and interpretations of what is likely to happen to them and their organisation as a result of organisational change through perception. Accordingly, these different understandings, different perspectives, different interpretations, and different experiences of the change influence people's reactions to change and ultimately their resistance to change. For this reason, it becomes important for managers, as change agents, to communicate frequently, continuously and enthusiastically with the employees about the change (Lewis, Schmisseur, Stephens & Weir, 2006; Ford, Ford & D'Amelio, 2008) .
Given the above-named factors, resistance is therefore the primary reason why organisational change efforts fail. This view is supported by the research conducted by Bregman (2009); Haberman (2010); Ford and Ford (2010) ; and Agboola and Salawu (2011), which point to the fact that resistance to change is one of the primary reasons why organisational change initiatives do not succeed.
Methodology
This study utilised a two-pronged research approach, which encompassed a literature study and a quantitative empirical study. The study applied three types of research designs -exploratory design, survey design, and descriptive design.
Sample, sampling method and population
A random, purposive and probability samples of 1000 correctional officials and 500 offenders were utilised, which were drawn from 7593 correctional officials and 13, 520 sentenced offenders, thereby constituting 13.17% and 8.14% samples respectively.
Research procedure
The procedure followed in the execution of this empirical study entailed conducting a pilot study; administering the research instruments; and scoring the responses. The empirical data was collected by means of two survey questionnaires, one for correctional officials and the other for offenders. A 5-point Likert type response scale was utilised to measure the resistance-to-change behaviour on the part of correctional officials regarding the DCS transformational change.
Statistical analysis
The statistical analysis was conducted in two phases. Phase 1 focused on descriptive statistics with a view to providing proof that the two questionnaires used as measuring instruments were reliable and valid for the purpose of this study. To determine the adequacy and sphericity of the intercorrelation matrix, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO), measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) and the Bartlett's test of sphericity were conducted. A reliability analysis was also conducted on the measuring instruments with the purpose of calculating a reliability coefficient (Cronbach Alpha). Phase 2 dealt with inferential statistics through the utilisation of Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), which was employed to measure the existence of relationships between variables.
Response rate
The return rate of 71.3% and the frequency rate of 98.2% for valid responses were recorded for correctional officials. For the offenders' sample, the return rate of 58.2% and the frequency rate of 97.6 for valid responses were recorded.
Structural integrity of measuring instruments
The inspection of the individual items on both questionnaires reveals high face validity. Regarding content validity, the contents of the questionnaire was found to be relevant to the research questions dealing with correctional officials' resistant-to-change behavior pertaining to the DCS transformational change. Concerning construct validity, it was concluded, based on results of face and content validity, that the questionnaire utilised in the study measured what it was designed to measure in terms of the resistance-to-change behaviour.
Reliability analysis
The suitability of data for factor analysis was assessed using the KMO measure of sampling adequacy and the Barlett's test for sphericity (Kaiser, 1970) . The results of the assessment of suitability of data for factor analysis revealed that the data sets complied with the requirements of sampling adequacy and sphericity and could thus be subjected to factor analysis as the KMO MSA values for the perception and experience of DCS change variables were .942 and .939 respectively, which were highly significant because they were well above the recommended value of 0.6. (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2003; Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) . The Bartlett's test of sphericity values (that is, Sig. values) should be .05 or smaller. The Bartlett's test values reached statistical significance (p=0.000), thereby supporting the factorability of the correlation matrices.
Regarding reliability statistics from reliability analysis, the statistics for the perception of DCS change variable reflects a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .950 from 32 items for the perception and experience of the DCS change; .854 from 11 items for the perceived nature of the DCS change (type if change); and .893 from 18 items for the perceived impact of the DCS change on the DCS as an organisation from the perspective of correctional officials. The Cronbach alpha coefficients indicate that the measuring instrument has acceptable reliability and consistency in terms of measuring the perception and experience of the DCS change, as well as the resistantce-to-change behaviour that they were designed to measure. Tables 1 and 2 point to an element of resistance-to-change behaviour on the part of correctional officials. Reflected in Table 1 below are percentages that represent correctional officials' responses to questionnaire items which were meant to test correctional officials' willingness to be part of a transformational change initiative. The likelihood that you will willingly (choose to) change the way you work because of the transformation process. 9.9 14.5 13.3 41.8 20.5 655 58
Data Analysis and Discussion of Findings

Descriptive statistics of the resistance to the DCS change process
The likelihood that you will willingly (choose to) focus on improving the current situation rather than pursuing the transformation process. As demonstrated by the frequencies in Table 2 , the responses of certain correctional officials point to an element of resistance-to-change behaviour in that they demonstrate their willingness to be part of a transformational change initiative. Captured in Table 2 below is a frequency table bearing examples of questionnaire items and computed responses that relate to an element of resistance to the DCS transformational change on the part of correctional officials. The line and column charts displayed below indicate the level of resistance-to-change behaviour captured from the correctional officials' responses to the five questionnaire items which relate to resistance to the DCS change. As can be seen from Figure 1 and Figure 2 , the distribution of frequency percentages in terms of correctional officials' responses to the five questionnaire items relating to resistance to the DCS change shows an element of resistance-tochange behaviour. Items 4.12.1, 4.12.2, and 4.12.3 point to this resistance-to-change behaviour. However, what is also of significance to note is that item 4.12.4 indicates that there is a high percentage of correctional officials who exhibit a support-for-change behaviour. Item 4.12.5 also points to support for change. This trend was expected, given the fact that the literature review undertaken revealed that whenever transformational change initiatives are implemented, employees are always divided into two groups -those who support change and those who resist change.
Response to DCS transformational change
The response to the DCS transformational change came out in two forms, namely the emotional reactions and the resistance-to-change behaviour, which are described below. 
Reaction to DCS transformational change
Zerbe, Hartel and Ashkanasy (2010) point out that organisational events such as transformational change do affect employees' emotions and actions which, in turn, affect organisational events, positively or negatively. Correctional officials emotionally reacted positively and negatively to their experiences of the DCS transformational change. This empirical finding vindicates earlier findings by Van Tonder (2004b), Vakola and Nikola (2005) and Chreim (2006) that organisational changes evoke different emotional reactions on the part of people, which can be either positive or negative.
Resistance to DCS transformational change behaviour
Despite the fact that there is an acknowledgement that resistance to change contributes to the failure of organisational change initiatives (Johnston, 2008; Bregman, 2009; Ford & Ford, 2010; Haberman, 2010; Harvey, 2011) , the current literature on organisational change is not sufficient in this area. It is an established empirical fact that employees' negative perceptions of change bring about employees' negative reactions, which in turn lead to employees' resistance to change (Macri, Tagliaventi & Bertolotti, 2002; Van Tonder, 2004a) . According to Thomas and Hardy (2011 ), Smollan (2011 , and Hendrickson and Gray (2012) , resistance to change is regarded as one of the biggest barriers to the successful implementation of organisational change initiatives.
Considering the negative impact of resistance-to-change behaviour on the change implementation processes, it is important to note that the study on transformational change in the Department of Correctional Services revealed an element of resistance-to-change behaviour. Responses of 5.5%, 3.3% and 23.3% indicated that correctional officials would actively resist a similar change effort, firmly denounce a similar change effort, and maintain a neutral stance respectively if it were to be introduced in future. This kind of resistance behaviour is quite worrying, given the consequences of resistance to change highlighted above. For Wignaraja (2006) , public service organisations are often perceived as resistant to change and as such, it is worrying that correctional officials, as employees of a public service organisation in South Africa (namely the Department of Correctional Services), have displayed a resistance-to-change behaviour towards the DCS transformational change. The admission by certain correctional officials that if faced with another transformational change effort, they would resist, denounce, or adopt a neutral stance vindicates an assertion by Carr, Hand and Trahant (2006) and Agboola and Salawu (2011) that resistance to change is nothing else but the effort to maintain the status quo. The act of disengagement through the maintenance of a neutral stance points to low psychological ownership of organisational processes (Lorenzi & Riley, 2000) and to psychological withdrawal from any transformational change within Correctional services (Tanner, 2011) . It is on the basis of this that Tanner (2009 Tanner ( , 2011 regards resistance to change as an organisational change reality that change implementers must deal with if organisational change efforts are to bear the desired results in line with the change objectives. If resistance-to-change behaviour is not dealt with empathetically and decisively, it can bring a transformational change initiative with good intentions to its knees. Bregman (2009 ), Haberman (2010 , Ford (2010), and Phoenix (2011) confirm that resistance to change can lead to the downfall of organisational change initiatives.
Summary and implication of findings
Based on the above-mentioned empirical findings, the following conclusions are made:
• Transformational change involves moving from the known to the unknown and as such, it is natural and normal for people to experience fear and anxiety, hence resistance to change becomes a natural, normal and inevitable phenomenon; • Resistance to change is not caused by a single factor, but by a multiplicity of factors and as such, it becomes critical for managers to diagnose, identify and address the causes or sources of resistance to change, which can be person-based and organisation-based; • For managers to be able to deal decisively with resistance to change, they must also determine the nature of resistance to change. Is resistance confronting the organisation a passive, active one or aggressive one? The findings of the study suggests that the resistance-to-change behaviour on the part of correctional officials is characterised by passive and active resistance; • Factors that cause resistance to change, such as the fear of the unknown, loss of control, loss of status, lack of confidence and trust (in the management for example) make it not easy to deal with resistance to change decisively; • The fact that factors which bring about resistance to change are unavoidably mediated by perceptions makes addressing resistance to change a complicated and complex management issue; and • Negative attitudes and behaviours which foster resistance to change develop whenever people believe that they are not treated fairly by managers. On the other hand, when people believe that the treatment meted out to them by management is a fair one, they develop positive attitudes and behaviours which facilitate effective and efficient change implementation through lessened resistance to change. In the light of the above finding summary in respect of resistance-to-change behaviour, the following implications are worth noting:
• Resistance to change is a critical construct that needs to be seriously avoided or addressed whenever change implementation takes place (Van Tonder, 2004b; Kreitner & Kinicke, 2004) . Given what Van Tonder (2004a) suggests that causes of resistance to change are mediated by perceptions, it is important to note that in order to avoid resistance to change, employees' negative perceptions, which lead to negative reactions and which in turn culminate into resistance to change, need to be addressed. And they can only be addressed if managers begin to take interest in the role that employee perceptions play in facilitating or sabotaging organisational change interventions.
• Resistance-to-change behaviour does not augur well for the effective implementation of transformational change in that it interferes with the change process by hindering progress with change implementation; • Based on the fact that resistance to change stifles and hinders change implementation progress, it means that transformational change efforts can fail due to resistance-to-change behaviour; and • Resistance-to-change behaviour is influenced by people's negative perceptions and experiences of transformational change.
Recommendations
Recommendations for organizations in general
The following recommendations are made:
• Managers should create and maintain a proper organisational culture and organisational identity by creating proper attitudes and behaviours in the workplace before, during and after change implementation; • Managers should build an attitude of acceptance to change among organisational members through articulating and explaining the vision for change to all organisational members; • Managers should develop abilities necessary to implement transformational changes effectively and successfully by gaining a broader understanding and knowledge of the elements and dynamics of transformational change dealt with in this study, particularly when it comes to identifying and dealing with resistance-to-change behaviour. As Tanner (2010) puts it, managers, who are implementers of change efforts, must develop the ability to both adapt to change quickly and manage it effectively; • For managers to be able to achieve this, they need competencies (knowledge, skills, attitudes) which include, amongst other, understanding how employees perceive and experience transformational change; how employees react to transformational change; how employees develop resistance towards transformational change; and how resistance-to-change behaviour hinders effective and efficient implementation of transformational change efforts; and • Managers need to gain a deeper understanding, through capacity building programmes on change and transformation management, of how negative perceptions and experiences of change influence people's emotional reactions in a negative sense and how negative emotional reactions impact negatively on the change process through developing into opposition to change and ultimately culminating into resistance to change.
Recommendations for the South African Department of Correctional Services
For the Department of Correctional Services in South Africa, the recommendations outlined below are worth noting.
• The change strategists and change implementers must conduct a comprehensive assessment of the DCS organisational readiness for the DCS change. Although this is belated, it will assist the managers in terms of checking whether the DCS organisational culture does promote the implementation of the DCS change or not. This assessment should be conducted in all 262 correctional centres of the Department of Correctional Services in South Africa in order to establish whether the centres were made ready for the implementation of the change in terms of the organisational culture and individual change; • Correctional officials should be assisted with attitude change if any change for the better insofar as the treatment of offenders is concerned, is to be realised. Bhengu Baloyi (2012) supports this assertion when arguing that attitude (internal reality) change and outward behaviour (external reality) change are inextricably linked. Change in attitude leads to change in outward behaviour. Change capacity building at individual correctional official level would ensure that correctional officials are trained and developed to embrace not only the DCS change, but also the culture that is being entrenched in line with the implementation and institutionalisation of the philosophy of offender rehabilitation as per the objectives of the DCS transformational change; • The change strategists should develop a change management capacity-building programme aimed at taking correctional officials at managerial and non-managerial levels on a journey of personal change with a view to changing their mindsets, behaviours and attitudes. This is necessary in view of the finding that the Department has not made any substantial progress with regard to the treatment of offenders due to the attitude of correctional officials towards offenders, as well as the finding that relates to the existence of resistance-tochange behaviour; • The change implementers in the Department of Correctional Services should deal with the negative experiences of the DCS change on the part of correctional officials. These negative experiences, reflected in terms of correctional officials' emotional reactions to the DCS change, are a cause for concern as they can derail the DCS change implementation if they are not attended to timeously and decisively. They may impact negatively on correctional officials' association with, and commitment to, the Department of Correctional Services as an organisation. This may lead to the intensification of both behavioural and systemic resistance to the DCS change; • Managers should revamp and intensify their communication strategy around the transformational change to rehabilitation. This will assist in terms of reducing or eliminating organisational change cynicism; • Correctional Services managers (in the name of change strategists and change implementers) must become more supportive to non-managerial correctional officials who are unfortunately placed in the position of being both change implementers and change recipients; and • Executive managers in the Department must focus more on recognising and rewarding correctional officials who are involved in creating a conducive organisational climate for change. Promotion through the application of a promotion policy can assist in making correctional officials to accept the transformational change to rehabilitation whole-heartedly.
Conclusion
The results of the empirical study have revealed the existence of resistance-to-change behaviour in the implementation of the DCS transformational change from the punishment-oriented paradigm to the rehabilitation-driven paradigm insofar as the treatment of sentenced offenders is concerned. The existence of the resistance-to-change behaviour points to the fact that any implementation of organizational change effort is always accompanied by resistance and as such, managers need to acknowledge and accept that resistance to change is a change management issue that should be seriously, empathetically and decisively addressed if transformational change efforts are to bear the desired results in terms of the set change objectives. Furthermore, it can be argued that resistance-to-change behaviour, being an integral part of organisational life insofar as change implementation is concerned, is a threat to the effective and efficient implementation of transformational change interventions and as such, managers who discount and negate any resistance-to-change behaviour during change implementation process do so at the peril of their organisations. They must know that if they ignore resistance-to-change behaviour, they will produce dismal change implementation results.
